Abstract
Introduction
ìTeacher, be a human being to usî, ìand take us as humans tooî. These appeals provide an insight as to how students view their school roles as being dehumanizing (Kuurme, 2004) . At the same time, however, modern humanist ideas declare that the mission of an education is to respect and make a person more human. Is there an apparent contradiction between humanist teaching principles and perceived student roles?
The student roles are like an unavoidable tunnel that children and teenagers pass through as an obligatory means of socialisation. Roles have been considered by some to be the institutional foundation of society. They are understood as behavioural expectations related to a personís social position that is based on the values and norms of the institution as well as the society. The student roles have their particular features; they justify institutional education, or, in other words, the intention of these roles is to call forth changes in the personality and to become independent (Antikainen, Rinne & Koski, 2000) .
This article treats education from a broader perspective than the conscious intentional activities of adults in guiding children and supporting their developmental processes. Even though the concept of socialisation does not include the rich field of meanings related to human development and individuality, the present-day discourse focuses much more on socialization instead of education. One of the current paradoxes is that despite many educational problems, contemporary education has largely managed on its own (Siljander, 2000; Vuorikoski, 2003) .
The main school roles ñ teacher and student ñ presume the existence of a conscious educational intention, since being a student implies personal growth and individualism, not solely socialisation. At the same time, student roles imply a socialization process. The role of an individual is determined by the school. In other words, the teacher, student and observer all perceive classroom interaction differently. Also, the character of student roles is inseparably related to the characteristics of teacher roles.
As follows, we will focus on the humanising function of education, which is also represented by the discourse of sustainable education, and the changes in understanding education in recent decades. How do young people perceive and understand their role at school? How do they relate to this role? These questions are particularly important because of the growing public criticism and dissatisfaction with Estonian educational institutions, which are significantly influenced by school roles. The current article hopes to bring into focus the relationship between the well-intentioned educational conceptions and the reality of student roles in the Estonian educational context.
The double nature of education
The humane dimension of education in the meaning of different educational ideals has existed in the European culture for millennia. The teleological character of education has been received significant Modernist influence. The educational processes were designed to develop so-called mature adults who possessed a particular set of qualities. The individuals embracing these virtues would later take charge of society, meeting its challenges and insuring progress. On the one hand, the educational tasks were based on opening those noble qualities, which the human nature carries in it according to the humanist thought. On the other hand, human nature itself needed to be perfected in order to guide world matters themselves.
Educational thought was accompanied with a faith in human abilities and was expected to guide human potential. Education had to include the main dimensions of being human: senses, will, intellect, sociality, aesthetics, ethics, religiosity, and selfhood (Bruhn, 1968; Fromm, 1984; Hollo, 1927; Puolimatka, 1999; etc.) .
One basic educational concept necessary in schools was experience. The educative nature of experience does not occur unintentionally, but presumes a certain pedagogical activity. From the anthropological viewpoint, the ability to learn from experiences is a characteristic of adulthood (Dieckmann, 1994) . On the other hand, experience binds one with limited horizons and according to Bourdieu (2003) produces certain types of habitus, stereotypes of performing and thinking.
How can education free a person from self-imposed limitations? A human beingís horizon of experiences becomes enriched through education and through offering new possibilities for experiencing and giving meaning. The idea of critical thinking is important both in pedagogical and educational thinking (Danner, 1981; Puolimatka, 1999; V‰rri, 2002) . The discourse of sustainable education has emphasised the need to consider a more anthropological viewpoint of the educational process (Mandolini, 2007) . To accomplish this, adolescents must experience their everyday school life in a way that helps them understand their own transformative power with respect to external world, to act collaboratively and employ problem solving strategies, to share responsibility and develop critical thinking skills, to be more flexible and actively and creatively participate in daily life (Hopkins & McKeown, 2001; Mandolini, 2007) . Mora and Prieto (2007) suggest a new model of educational process, the basis of which is identity and belonging. A studentís everyday life should include shared responsibility, active cooperative learning, and diversity of identities. There should be space for the adolescentsí need for self-expression, feelings, and sociability.
The individualsí different roles are also based on experiences which give meanings and cause people to ask: What does the role do to me? * Education does not have an impact through what is talked about it, but rather how it has been experienced. A noble promise of a free, self-creating individual diminishes in practice into limitations, responsibilities, obligations, and power intentions. The cultural habitus directs the educational process into something stronger than ideals, and instead of being a liberator, education may become the taker of freedom. This unsolvable dilemma has also been called the paradox of education: becoming free elicits limiting freedom (Siljander, 2002) . On the other hand there is the socialising task of education, in order to adopt the societyís accepted norms. At some point the limit is crossed, from which on taking freedom does not liberate any more, but subjects, humiliates, and harasses. This can also be interpreted as one reason, why e.g. people who have become free from totalitarianism ñ without becoming free from its educational influences ñ tend to free themselves from education itself. Realisation of the so-called contra-life experiences (Miller, 2006) has created an anti-pedagogical orientation. Thus it includes also the double nature of a phenomenon called student: from one side there is the pressure for socialisation, from the other this phenomenon is inhabited by an individuality, who should actualise itself in its uniqueness, and this presumes educationís humane dimension in respect to the person in that role.
There are two primary views of education: one that tries to do something with the person, to form him/her, to give him/her a desired shape (Hentig, 1996; Preuss, 1996) and the other is understood as receiving education as help to promote personal growth and development. These two views of education date to Aristotleís praxis and poiesis which today are talked about in the context of metaphysic and post-metaphysic culture. The metaphysic culture functions on the linear axis of aims and means, and is based on techne-thinking (Toiskallio, 1993) , which holds a mechanical world-view and instrumental mind. Techne-thinking implies a simplified view of the educational processes and emphasises control and measurement. Preuss (1996) finds that this way of thinking originates from the consciousness that dates back to the dawn of humankind, where fear of natural forces made people seek means to govern natural and other forces. The prevalent approaches to education have traditionally viewed the child as an element of nature, as a primordial force that needs taming, of an imperfect nature (Mangelwesen) who can be improved through education. In our civilisation, a child learns that his/her needs and feelings are something unwanted that need to be suppressed. An especially cynical way to do this is through ìscienceî. Today education is governed by the terror of optimisation, quality, and effectiveness (Hinte & Preuss, 1996; Miller, 2006; Toiskallio, 1993; Uhle, 1993) .
The idea of a perfect person in the future versus the idea of a favourable educational situation in the present Paradoxically, the original noble aspiration for the perfect human contributed to diminishing the viewpoint of education serving human development.
The viewpoint that a priori presumes an aspiration for human development, and respects individuality, no longer asks what we want from an individual. Instead, it centres on what we want from a human being, determining how education should be like. Educational thought in the writings of many theoreticians has significantly changed, especially in the last few decades. According to V‰rri (2002) , education should not be based on the vision of a good future, but of the present moment, since children and young people have the right of living a dignified present, and this should not be sacrificed for a perceived future or societal needs.
Contemporary views of a good education are primarily based on humanist views which maintain that human development is promoted by meaningful and valuable experiences; creativity and independence is vital for growth and meeting challenges and overcoming obstacles contribute to positive self image. Furthermore, a learning environment should provide indoctrination-free discovery, content should be directed by a childís holistic life and childís personality should be respected (Mollenhauer, 1994; Puolimatka, 1995; V‰rri, 2002) .
The existentialist motives in contemporary educational science allow education to be interpreted as an existential encounter. Persons participating in the educational relationship are very tightly bound by their shared situation and it is difficult for them distance themselves from the educational process to objectively view what actually occurs in the educational setting. Although the dialogical relationship is a fundamental principle of education, a different mentality emerges here compared to the common educator-habitus: the world in which we live and interact with each other can be neither subjected nor avoided (Buber, 1983) .
According to Buber, a new educational attitude that is open and respects the individual can emerge only by consciously evaluating and correcting oneís mentality. Contemporary teacher should be a learning partner for the student, a guide to assist learning, a creator and an interpreter of experiences. Contemporary schools are in a constant dialogue inviting persons to live life; a place where a common base for values is created and everyday activities are designed (Tilus, 2004) . Adolescents, in particular, should become co-authors of their learning processes, possess feelings of belongingness; integrate freedom and responsibility in creating school as a community. Socialisation in democratic principles combined with a learning process that enriches an individualís horizon presupposes public responsibility (Carleheden, 2006; Whitehead & Clough, 2004) . Students would be natural partners in such an educational relationship. Thus, conventional school roles need to be evaluated within this conceptualization and the primary question is: What is the reality concerning student roles in the current educational paradigm?
Boundaries that influence student roles
What function do traditional student roles serve and for what reality does it socialise him/her? What is the educational intention hidden in the role?
The particular nature of student roles in educational thought suggests that the growing out of these roles implies becoming independent. Unfortunately, sociological analyses of what actually occurs in school indicate a different trend. Student roles form part of the rigid and conscientious societal power structure transferred to the school environment. This power structure reproduces societal hierarchies and reinforces already established structures. Many studies have described how schools function according to Modernist principles that actually openly contradict their written goals (Miettinen, 1990; Roggendorf, 2003) . Schools are unable to function differently because they are prisoners of economics and politics (Rinne & Salmi, 1998) .
The roles of teachers and students are traditionally considered to be asymmetric (Loser & Terhart, 1999) . Classroom situations are governed by teacher and the student task is to produce so-called learning results, which correspond to teacher expectations (Sahlberg, 1998) . The role of a silent listener and recorder forms the basis of obligatory education, while the role of creator and inventor is rarely seen (Ruus, 2000) .
When describing student roles, the words passiveness and consumerism come to mind as students are seen as material given to teachers to shape according to institutional goals (Laine, 2000) . Student roles are very traditional in that the transference of knowledge and societal norms, with a respect for power mechanisms, is the actual educational outcome.
The best-known unconventional ideas about school reality come from Foucault and his followers. Foucault sees the Modernist society as a society based on discipline and the modernist human as a product of control and shaping. Schools, instead of promoting freedom, equality and rationality, are characterised by assigning student roles that stress obedience and submission, while being productive to society. To become productive, individuals are measured, compared and subject to selection (Foucault, 1994) .
Basil Bernstein (1975) , though, sees important changes taking place regarding rigid school roles. The roles of teacher and student have become more flexible, less hierarchic. Apparently, children have more freedom and can create their own rules governing relations. Societal norms, however, control interpersonal communication and are based on unpronounced rules of the game. A big challenge is to make the rules visible. Ordinary shadow-education is changing into a self-directed shadow-education. Here one can find wider societal links with the so-called quality tribunal as described by Masschelein. The regime, which praises quality and makes one to aspire to meet its criteria, makes us govern ourselves as we submit to its criteria. We are called to observe ourselves and give evaluations in a certain prescribed way, to be obliged to account for ourselves (Masschelein, 2007) . According to Roggendorf, manipulation can be considered to be the king of school subjects ñ a soft and friendly way of influencing, where the wish to experiment oneís will and decisions becomes minimal, and where freedom to decide is taken away in an unnoticeable way (Roggendorf, 2003) .
Bourdieuís concept of habitus (Bourdieu, 2003) expresses the long-term impact of being in the studentís role concerning his/her individuality. Growing and living under the influence of certain social conditions creates certain attitudes through which unavoidable environmental changes can have an impact. Thus, a complex of attitudes, habits, and mentalities develops that suit the institution. In fact, one real result of education is to mould attitudes, intentions and personality traits in function of different student roles. Not being aware of the habitus experienced as a student might lead to obedience to teacher authority and reinforce the traditional teacher role and behaviours without any questioning. In sum, traditional teacher and student roles may surpass sustainability and prevail over any humanistic aspirations.
The habitus of the student roles in education should receive more attention in different local contexts. It should be made more visible for teachers, so that they can think about incorporating humanist ideals in the classroom. We assume that the change of teacher internal attitudes towards a dialogic approach, in opening up to the Other, may better help him/her understand and overcome the habitual limits of the teacherís own role. The following is one attempt to make the studentís voice heard.
Student roles as perceived by students themselves

Methodology
Experience expresses a relationship between a person and his/her situation, which in the present case are student roles at school. In the present case, the studied situation was limited according to the classification by Perttulaís reality of the form of living, which is expressed in interpersonal rules, principles, ways and practices, on which societal life stands (as cited by Mets‰muuronen, 2006) . The aim was to describe the collective experiences of young people from different schools about student roles.
A semi-structured written interview was conducted with 185 students from five Estonian schools, including both 8th and 11th grade students. Since the aim was to compare the perception of student roles in different types of schools, the following schools were chosen: School A (a regular small town school with 38 eighth grade students and 23 eleventh grade students, respectively), School B (a well-known elite school with strict entrance exams to the language-biased class ñ 33 and 15 students, respectively), school C (an innovative private school for the wealthy ñ 27 and 12 students, respectively), school D (Waldorf School ñ 10 and 13 students, respectively), school E (a private school based on the Danish free school model ñ 14 eight graders). The three last schools mentioned, work according to their own pedagogical concepts. The responses to the following three questions were analysed:
What kind of students does the school value? How do you rate yourself, compared to that student? What kind of an individual would you like to be at school?
Student responses were categorised into units of meaning. The meanings were ìtrans-latedî into the researcherís language, interpreted, and generalised. The differences between basic school (n=122) and secondary school students (n=63) and different types of schools were also considered.
Vision about the schoolís preferred good student
The short descriptions about how respondents perceive good student included many of the same answers: a good student has certain characteristics, studies in a certain way, behaves in a certain way and has a certain relationship with school and teachers. Categories were formed according to these four areas.
Personality characteristics. The following sub-categories were differentiated when describing personality characteristics: intellect, subjectivity, characteristics related to sociability, activeness, and traditional school related characteristics. The latter expresses those characteristics related to student roles, which are determined by societal consciousness.
Traditional characteristics of student were named most often (62 times): a good student is diligent, hard working, studious, correct, conscientious, excellent, quiet, alert, obedient, punctual, persistent . Conscientiousness, diligence, quietness and correctness were mentioned the most. These characteristics were mentioned significantly more by students from the language-biased state elite schools (11 out of 15 students).
Almost similarly (61) The students from Waldorf secondary school described students in terms of personal characteristics most of all. Seven boys out of 23 mentioned it, whereas they did not mention behaviour and study characteristics at all.
Eight grade student descriptions about their schoolís preferred student are even less connected to subjectivity-related characteristics, but they are mentioned somewhat more activity. In terms of other descriptors, they do not differ from their older colleagues. The students used more expressions displaying protest and irony. Wisdom was especially important for the language-biased elite school 8th grade students.
Studying.
Here the field of meanings was narrow and limited to things being done in a prescribed manner and time frame. Studying to achieve good grades was most mentioned (96 times) by terms and phrases including: best grades, good results, learns everything that the school has prescribed, keeps studying neat, studies for fours-fives. Eight grade students stressed studying well and receiving good grades more often.
Furthermore, doing homework every time and doing lessons were also mentioned in phrases like: sometimes he/she is able to learn a lot of things by heart, studies all the time every day.
Behaviour. Here too the spectrum of meanings was narrow, but significant differences appeared between 11th and 8th grade students, as well as between free and state school students. Secondary school students wrote little about behaviour, only 20 students mentioned it. Also following school order, being present and absent, listening in the lesson and working together and being quiet were named. Among eighth graders, 78 mentioned behaviour. Demands for correct behaviour were the same everywhere: 
Four students of School B mentioned self-respect in their relationship with the teachers: one does not adulate teachers, respects teachers and fellow students, does not argue with teachers, but also does not let them to use him/her.
Summary. Students who responded along school preferences represented a rather narrow spectrum of characteristics. This shows a model of socialisation that suits the institution, rather than a model that favours a more humanistic educational process. Such results can be explained by how young people understand learning. The absolute value compared to other things is given to learning, which is marked by the grade. Learning, for Estonian students, is a self-limiting and numbing task when observed externally. Few students mentioned a constructive or democratic relationship. Students also report behaviours that better serve the institution. One third of the respondents stress the value getting along well and having a relationship that supports others. Studentís self has a limited value for the school. Distinguishable here was the Waldorf School, where it was valued more. The concept of creativity was not mentioned at all and thinking was mentioned only twice.
Vision about the self compared to the student as preferred by school
Student responses allowed us to categorise the self-evaluations into four categories: 1) identification with the student roles preferred by school; 2) lack of identification with the student roles preferred by school; 3) aspiration to student roles preferred by school, 4) opposition to student roles preferred by school.
Identification with the student roles preferred by school. One third of the students completely or partly identified with the student roles preferred by school. In the secondary school, this number was slightly less than a half.
In Lack of identification with schoolís preferred image of a student. Altogether, 81 students fall into this category. Of 122 basic school students, 57, or nearly a half mentioned this, whereas a considerable part (23) from school A. More than a half of secondary school students identified with such an image.
In case of basic school students, the already mentioned traditional features of the student image prevail, where students are the focus of negative self evaluations: Aspiration to be an ideal student. Eight students from both school levels expressed this attitude. They try to learn better, not to be late, do homework, be more active, etc. One student expressed the following: I try to make nobody feel bad at school (Waldorf School); I should improve my grades and be more open-minded (School C).
Opposition to the school. There were 17 such students: five secondary school and 12 basic school students. Additionally, some of them claimed not to do the familiar things schools expect. Summary. Students tended to compare themselves to the schoolís ideal image of a student and school norms. The students, in particular, related how a schoolís ideal student should function, excluding attitudes and personal characteristics. Thinking about oneís being and inner attitudes was found among few youngsters. Student roles remain an external shell for students with the only exception of some students from the two private schools. Opponents to schools perceived expressions of subjectivity, whereas some revealed that they possess their own personal strategies to respond to school demands.
Vision about self as a person and individuality or how one likes to see oneself at school
Analysing the meanings that appeared in texts, the following categories were distinguished: 1) I feel like myself at school; 2) I would like to feel myselfÖ; 3) I do not feel I am an individual at school; 4) I do not relate to school.
Feeling like oneself at school. Altogether, 45 students claimed they felt like themselves at school. Of these students, 27 were from basic school and 18 from high school. Private school students generally felt this way more frequently when compared to their homologues from other schools. This means that these students are satisfied with their present state. Six basic school students mentioned that they wished to be ordinary students, not to be important or first in the class. In general how one feels at school depends on each individual:
I wish to be and actually I am myself. It is possible in our school because everybody is open-minded and caring. I wish to feel happy and it is possible since at the moment I feel so.
Four out of seven Waldorf secondary school students said that it is possible thanks to the school: Here it is possible. Here they treat you like an individual. I feel relatively good thanks to this school.
I would like to feel myselfÖ Altogether 107 students wished to feel themselves different or wanted to have a different attitude toward them, of them 73 from basic schools and 34 from high schools. The majority of young people are not satisfied with how they are at school, and it concerns especially basic school students. More than two thirds of the youngsters from big state basic schools felt so. Over a half of all the students from school E and Waldorf School expressed a wish to feel themselves different. Secondary school students from school A (16 out of 23) most often wished to feel themselves differently.
How do students wish to be like? From one side the position among others and from the other side oneís inner state, qualities, and being at school, were mentioned.
Position among others. Here two different types of motives were encountered, from one side ñ and so found a relatively big number of students (33) ñ one wishes to be respected, noticed, and taken into account by others, on the other hand some youngsters wished to be ordinary, modest, and unnoticeable (10). More than others, language-biased elite school B students (15) Waldorf School 8th grade students especially wished to be better students and to be a model for others.
Oneís inner state. Here the word freedom appeared most often. Basic school and big state school students especially wished to feel free, but there were also similar responses from some students from private schools (altogether 16).
I wish to feel unafraid of speaking freely. It is very much possible because the only person who sets my limits is me. I wish to be bold enough to perform without panicking.
Other meanings referred to sociability, activeness, successfulness, being an easy going and happy person, practical, and equal.
It is important to note that only a few students mentioned that it is not possible to be in school as one wishes to be. Those who wanted freedom most often felt external limitations. Thus, they felt external dependence, but also realized that fulfilling their wishes depended mainly on their capacity.
Lack of feeling like an individual at school. Few students could be included in this category, and of a total of 12 students, only two of these students were in secondary school: Summary. Despite the fact that student roles are narrow, a rather large number of youngsters feel that they can be themselves at school or they wish to change their position among others. Elite school students predominantly wish to be more noticed and respected; thus, to dominate. At the same time, there are students who do not wish to be seen or prefer being ordinary students. This student role is perceived as their having to receive some harassment and is primarily about wishing to feel more freedom. At the same time, the majority of students find that it is predominantly their responsibility to become the people they want to be.
Discussion
We will try to relate the aspirations valued in the traditional humanist image and the above-mentioned accents of education with how students themselves perceive their role. How to evaluate the educational influence of student roles or, in other words, what school does to a person?
Looking at the role description perceived by students, taking school practice into consideration, the traditional student roles appear to be even more ìsustainableî than humanist ideology. The subjectively experienced student roles are narrow, emphasising external behaviour and behaviour to norms. Furthermore, student responses express their vision of what schools expect of them.
School sees learning primarily as a normative ritual for students. What students learn, how they learn, whether they understand or not and whether any personal changes occur as a result of the learning process, does not appear to interest schools. Students speak mainly about grades and dealing with tests. Therefore, adopting and functioning to the system is more important to students. Student roles appear to result in a perception of external pressure, rather on their mobility, constructive use of time and activities that promote inner, personal growth. Importantly, students did not mention morals when describing roles. The character of student roles is determined to a large extent by teacher. Vuorikoski sees the teacher roles changing with the introduction of new liberal ideologies. At the same time, the strong normative aura of the profession remains, although with a stress on the instrumental (Vuorikoski, 2007) . This, however, strengthens the traditional understanding about the student as an obedient follower of orders.
Sociability is important for the students. Being part of the collective is important, not teamwork, cooperation, common responsibility, mutual understanding and dialogue. Personal qualities, views, ethics, attitudes, and wants are not stressed in students perceived image of their role. This reflects the perception that schools are not interested in these factors and does not play a significant role in their development. Loser and Terhart found similar tendencies in German students. The requirements of school and private life are held apart (Loser & Terhart, 1999) . Thus, there is no reason to speak about experiences that widen developmental possibilities, individual creativeness and independence, stimulation by rich studying environment, or provision of surroundings that enable discovery and individuality. However, there is hope for change as many students hold an opinion that school values also include activeness, openness, initiative, courage and awareness of objectives.
The teacher is an external power, a task master who has to like you and who has to be flattered. Students do not report suffering a lot because of this aspect, but report, in general, that they can feel and exhibit their individuality fairly well. If a person wishes to be different, it is generally allowed at school. Obstacles are generally internal. Students seem to accept this part of their role and consider it something inevitable; a rule of nature. There is no reason to argue about this point since most students adapt to this aspect in a more or less satisfactory manner. Role related demands are allowed into oneís personal worlds in a discrete way ñ or not at all. No energy is invested in contradicting the role. One just states calmly: I am somewhat different from what they want me to be.
The main concern in relation to student roles is how they grow out of them to become a responsible adult and a life-long learner, especially valued in postmodernism. This research reports a shocking truth; there are few attitudinal differences between eighth and eleventh grade students enrolled in public schools. The only students who reported different attitudes were students enrolled in the Waldorf, where eleventh grade students viewed their role as thoroughly positive, presuming better personality characteristics, and a personal, grounded relationship with studying. The ordinary student roles thus rather create premises for remaining a student ñ someone who obeys and passively receives knowledge. The nature of the role did not merit further critics by most students ñ since the role has become something mechanical. Many young people have accepted responsibility for their roles as students. They consider it to be their own fault if they do not manage to the person or individual at school they wish to be. This may reduce the will to change oneís being from within in an effort to be as the school wants them to be. A relationship to studying and the possibly developed student-habitus refers to the amazing sustainability of old role and life models, which might not, however, develop into sustainability of cultures and societies. Yet, there was a distinguishable group of students who had a creative and critical approach to their roles and who related to them according to their own objectives.
When thinking about the hope for a full and holistic human life, which is expressed in the multilevel interpretations of the concept of education (e.g., Mandolini, 2007) , one should ask, what will not be studied due to traditional student roles; what will not be experienced, done, or realised. Mandolini makes the statement: ìEducation is responsible for the creation of the life of the worldî (p.9). Traditional student roles do not promote a new world-creating force. At the same time, there is hope because students appear to accept their roles in rather superficial terms. The roles do not harass students excessively. The predominant feeling is being true to oneself, which leads one to believe that responsible dialogue is possible with students.
Fulfilling humanist ideals at school and real sustainability implies changing teacher roles. Finnish researcher Lauriala argues that the teaching profession has acted significantly to professionalize teaching. This means teacher has greater autonomy and freedom than just a generation ago. The increased autonomy of the teacher, however, implies greater responsibility. A good teacher is empathic and sensitive to childrenís subjectivity, interpretative spirit, and need for understanding. The most important question for teachers is how to act in a way that is pedagogically right (Lauriala, 2002) . Nevertheless, such autonomy cannot simply be provided by state directives ñ it must emerge from the teacherís own consciousness. Thus, student reflections regarding their roles provide insight for teachers about their roles and ultimate influence.
